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Ms Marlene I Dorteh, Secretary HHSAL CIMMUNLATIONS CoMBISes m
I ederal Communications Commission WEELF OE THE STONF Ay
OTlhce of the Scerctary

445 12" Sireer. S W

Washimgton, D C 20534

R Petitions of WorldCom, Inc and AT&T Communications of
Virginia, Inc Pursuant to Section 252(c)(5) of the
Communications Act for Preemption of the Junisdiction of the
Virgima State Corporation Comnussion Regarding
Intcrconnection Disputes with Verizon Virgima Inc., and for
Expedited Arbitration, CC Docket Numbers 00-218 & 00251

Dear MNMs Dortch

I'nclosed Tor fihmg please find an onginal and four copies of Verizon Virgimia
In¢ s Response to A L& T WorldCom’s Rebuttal 1o Verizon VA's Comphance Filing m the
above-referenced proceeding 1 am also providing an additional copy to be filc-stamped and
relurned tome

Please do not hesitate 1o contact me at 202 663 6083 should you have any
questions

Sincerely,

N Jom S5 M

Sanur¥am
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ORIGINAL

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION RECENVED
Washington, D.C. 20554

DEC -3 2003

In the Matter of Petition of WortdCom. Ing
Pursuant to Sccuion 2532(e)(5) ol the
Communications Act for Preemption

of the Junsdiction of the Virgima State
Corporation Commussion Regarding
Interconnection Disputes with

Venzon Virginia Inc , and for

Expedited Arbitranion

rEUEMAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSIS
CC Docket No 00-218 Ff5 OF 5E SLLI TARY

In the Marter of Petition of AT&T
Commumnications of Virginia, Inc..
Pursuant to Scchion 252(e)(5) of the
Communications Act lor Preemption
of the Junsdiction ol the Virginia Stale
Corporation Commussion Regarding
Interconnection Disputes with

Veunzon Virginta Ine |, and for
Expcdited Arbitration

CC Docket No 00-251

VERIZON VIRGINIA INC.’S RESPONSE
TOAT&T/WORLDCOM'S REBUTTAL TO VERIZON VA'S COMPLIANCE FILING

Verizon Virgima Inc (“Verizon VA7) responds to AT&T/WorldCom’s crinicisms of
Verizon’s methodology for weighuing feature investment costs, discussed 1n paragraphs 1 1-20 of
the Rebuttal Declaratuon of Michael Baranowski. attached to AT&T/WorldCom’s November 18,
2003 Rebuttal Comments on Venizon VA’s comphance filing. These claims, which were raised
tor the hirst ume i AT&T/WorldCom’s rebutral filing, are beyond the scope of the 1ssues to be
addressed in1csponse to the compliance hilings. and are 1n any event incorrect

As an mitral matter, the Bureau made clear that in therr rebuttals to a comphance filing,
the parties were only to respond to “the specific changes [Verizon| makes (o 1ts studies to

implement the changes required by [the] order ™ Ordery 695 The weighting methodology



about which AT&T/WorldCom complain was not a “change requited by {the] order™ and 1n fact
was not a change at all  Rather, Verizon has consistently used this methodology from the time 1t
filed its imtial switching studics n this case  The arguments raised by Mr. Baranowski are not 1n
any way specttic o Venizon VA's comphance filing  Tnstead, they are cnticisms of Verizon's
underlying switching model AT&T/WorldCom could have raised these critictisms al any point
during this proceeding — but did not -— and they are beyond the scope of the 1ssues that can be
ratsed tor the first tme here.

[n any cvent. AT&T/WorldCom’s claims also are wrong  In particular, Mr Baranowski
wrongly asscrts that Venizon VA should have assumed that, 1f SCIS/IN did not model the costs
tor a feature tor a particular type of swilch, that the feature was in fact costless for that switch
Thus, he clums that in determuning the werghted average investment cost for a feature, Venzon
VA should include a zero cost tor the percentage assoctated with the switch type(s) for which
SCIS/IN does not have an atgonthm for determining the cost  See, e.g, Baranowski Decl. 44
13-14 To tuke a simplc example, 1 a carrier has equal percentages of switch types A, B, and C,
and the available mlormation indicates that the feature investment cost 1s $3 for switch types A
and B. und there 1s no available mformauon 1o determine the corresponding cost for switch type
C. Mr Baranowski asserts that for switch type C, the leature should be treated as 1f 1t has a zero
cost, which would meun that the average cost for that feature (for all switch types)1s $2. But
that makes no sense. In many cases, although SCIS/IN does not include an algorithm to
determine the cost of the particular feature Tor all thiee of the switch technologies, this does not
mean that the featurc 1tself 1s unavailuble for those switches — or that 1t is without cost. In those

cuses. SCIS/IN uses other cost data 1L does have 1o determine the average feature cost In



particular, the average feature cost 1s determined by calculaung the weighted average cost of the
vendor switch outputs for which information was available

It would make no sense to instead treat the cost of the features 1n connection with those
switch technologies for which an algornthm was not available as zero, as Mr Baranowskr argues
That assumpuion 1s entirely arbitrary and will by defimuon lead to an understated average cost
Taking the example above, 11 the available information demonstrates that the feature costs $3 for
the two switches for which the data s avurlable. the far more reasonable approach 1s to conclude
that the average cost for that feature for all three switch types 1s $3  Indeed, where a specific
feature hus no incremental cost, SCIS/IN produces a zero cost output.

Accordingly, the Bureau should reject AT&T/WorldCom’s claims concernimg the feature
wetghuing methodology

Submitted by

b ' ! - .
Lynn R Charytan Michael E Glover
Samir C Juin Karen Zachara
Wilmer, Cutler & Pickering Leshe V. Owsley
2445 M Surect NW Donna M Epps
Washington, DC 20037-1420 Verizon
(202) 663-6000 1515 North Court House Road
Fifth Floor

Arhngton, Virgimia 22201
(703) 351-3100

Dated December 3, 2003



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 do hereby certfy that ttue and accurate copies of ihe foregoing, Verizon
Viremia [ne s Responsce to AT&T/WorldCom’s Rebuttal to Verizon VA’s Comphance
Filmg, were served by hand delivery via courter this 3rd day of December, 2003, to.

Tamara Preiss

Iederal Communications Comnuission Mark A Keffer

Pricing Policy Division Dan W Long

Wirehine Competition Buercau Stephanie Baldanzi

445 12th Street. SW AT&T

Washimgton, D ¢ 20554 3033 Chain Bridge Road

Qukton, Virguma 22185
Steven Malns
Federal Communications Commission
Pricing Pohcy Division
Wirtehine Competition Burcau
445 12th Street, SW
Washington D¢ 20554

\ilen Fedeld, Fsqg
Kimberly Wild
WorldCom, Inc

[133 19th Street, N W
Washimaton, D C 20036

Divid [ evy

Sidley, Austin, Brown & Wood
15301 K Sueel, N W
Washimgton. D ¢ 20005

Mark Selhmeider

lenner & Block LLC

601 Thirteenth Street, NW
Washigton, D C 20005
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